






















































PREHISTORIC AND HISTORIC BACKGROUND 

two seats of government. Saluda was selected and Glen 
put on a grand show. Rounding up local pioneer settlers 
for show, there was a great deal of talk, with the 
Cherokee eventually proposing an alliance. Glen, either 

through ignorance or greed, misinterpreted the 
Cherokee mtention of good will, believing that the 
Cherokee had provided him with a fee-simple deed to all 
of their lands m the region. Known as the Treaty of 
Saluda, the land embracing the present counties of 

Edgefield, Abbeville, Laurens, Newberry, Greenville, 
Saluda, McCormick, Union, Spartanburg, Cherokee, 
Chester, Richland, Fairfield, and a portion of York was 

given up by the Cherokee. The lands m Pendleton -
the modern counties of Anderson, Pickens, and Oconee 

- and Greenville County, were reserved for the 

Cherokee, along with their holdmgs m North Carolina 
· and Georgia (Milling 1969:284). The present !me 

dmdmg Greenville and Spartanburg was establi.Bhed as 
the Indian Boundary by thi.B treaty. Two forts also 
resulted from the treaty - Fort Prmce George at 
Keowee and Fort Loudon on the Tennessee River. 

Of course the Cherokee had no such mtention. 
A. previously mentioned, while thi.B territory was largely 
devoid of settlement, it served-as a buffer between the 

Engbh and Cherokee, between the Cherokee and the 
Catawba, and likely between the Cherokee and the 
Creek (Hatley 1993:82). Hatley observes that not only 
were there population shift:s in the Lower Towns, with 

the Creeks taking on increased prominence, but there 

also seems to be some evidence of Cherokees moving 
norlhw-.lrd from the Lower Towns, coming into contact 

with the emerging colonial settlements of the region. 

After the 1755 Treaty of Saluda, settlers from 
Maryland, Pennsylvania, Virginia, and North Carolina 
began to flood mto the newly opened territory. The 
range of ethnic groups distinguished thi.B mi!lration 
from many others ancl Scotch Irish, Germans, Swiss, 

Welsh Baptists, Quakers, and even French Huguenots 
made up the assemblage. Largely, however, the Nmety 
Six D;.rnct became associated with the Scotch-lruh 
who setlled the Spartanburg area to the east of 
Greenville around the Tyger River m the 1760s. With 
settlement came increased tensions - and con:flicts. 

In August of 1759 South Carnlina's Governor 
Lyttelton halted anns and ammunition sales to the 

Cherokee.. Not satisfied that thiB had the desired effect, 
m October he announced that he would "take command 
of the forces myself and carry the war into the Enemy's 

country" (quoted m Hatley 1993:114). Sernmg that 
teruiions were high, the Cherokee sent a delegation to 
Charleston to make peace with the Engbh. 5 Th;. effort 
was rebuffed by Lyttelton who went beyond the realm of 
the acceptable and took the delegation hostage. ThiB 
began what historians usually call the Cherokee War, 
lasting from 1759 through 1761, although there is no 
evidence that the Cherokee called it, or wanted it. In 
actuality, it consists of three separate campaigns 
launched into the Cherokee territory, but they are 
nsually blurred together, likely because no one campaign 
was decisive. Hatley comments that in spite of this: 

the three initiatives, like acts in a 

play, we:re di.Btinct, with each moving 
toward the same endmg. A kind of 
public drama for Carolina society, 
the Cherokee War moved from near 

failure m 1769 to half-success a year 
later, to the achievement, at least on 

paper, of military objectives under 
James Grant's leadership m 1761 
(Hatley 1993:119-120). 

The first campaign was described as "a wild and 
ridiculous parade" by no less than James Adair, who 
pointed out that Lyttelton has no understanding of 
Indian politics. He n1arched to Keowee and camped 

across the river from the town. Over the course of many 
week. he threatened and bulhed, but failed to either wm 
concessions or show any meaningful force. Smallpox 
finally drove him out of Indian country and back to 
Charleston, where hiB gift to the City was to mtroduce 
a smallpox epidemic. He, however, had left hiB Cherokee 
hostages at Fort Prince George and these IndiaD!l were 
eventually 11butchered ... in a Manner too shocking to 

Relate" by the troops m reprual for the killing of one of 
their number (Hatley 1993: 126). In response, the 

.5 The actual cause of tb.e hostilities is relatively 
clear. The Cherokees, moat particularly those in the Overh.Jl 
town of Settico and a few of the Lower T awrui, returned the 
injuries they received at the hands of Virginia settlers 
attaok.ing 11everal western settlements of South Carolina. 
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PREHISTORIC AND IDSTORIC BACKGROUND 

Cherokee and Creek began negotiatioru, an event which 

sent shock waves through Charleston. 

In the early Spring of 1760 the kJlmg of the 
Indian hostages was revenged by Cherokees as they 
swept through the backcountry. The area dissolved into 
chaos and South Carolina convinced London that 
British troops were needed. Regulars under the 
command of Archibald Montgomery began the sacond 
campaign. The Lower Towns of Keowee, Estatoe, 

Toxaway, Qualatchee, and Conasatche were all burned 

along with their food supplies. On the way to the 
Middle Towns, however, Montgomery1s troops were 
attacked by the Cherokee and routed. After regrouping 
they marehed to the abandoned town of Echoe, only to 
retreat back to Charleston. Immediately upon his arrival 
Montgomery announced that he would board ships in 
the harbor and set sail out of South Carolina's Indian 
problems. This, as might be imagined, caused a new 
round of panic and paranoia in Charleston, which was 

only deepened by the discovecy that the troops of the 
OverhilJ Fort Loudon garrison were slaughtered by the 
Cherokee under a flag of truoe. 

The third campaign was organized and initially 
lead by Lt. Governor William Bull. This campaign 
resulted in 33 days of raising havoc in the Cherokee 
settlements. Enough damage was done this time to 
cause Little Carpenter, recognized as an overall leader of 

the Cherokee to seek peace that fall (Hatley 1993:153-
154). 

The campaigns were traumatic, revealing the 

emha=sing military and financial weakneas of the 
colony, the inability of its leaders to devise military 
operations, and the lack of enthusiasm on the parl of 

North Carolina to be brought into troubles to the 
south. The war also challenged the myth of a special 
relatiotu!hip between the Cherokee and English. Both 
sides behaved in reprehensible fashion, slaughtering 
innocents and those under a flag of truce. But perhaps 

most of all, it continued to gnaw at the psyche of the 
Colony, emphasizing the discord between planter and 
merchant, upcountry pioneer and lowoountry planter, 

and white ownem ond black slave. Further, peace did not 
come quickly or convincingly. The relations between red 

and white were so elrained that the Cherokee did not 
welcome back tradere has they had in the pa.Et. In 

particular, the younger memhers of the Cherokee towns 
expressed an intensive denial of white culturer wanting 

nothing to do with the white man, his way, or his trade 
goods. 

The boundary line was re-established and, for 
the Cherokee, it offered an opportunity to re-establish 
their relationship with South Carolina. The Cherokee 
desired what might be called a semi-permeable 
boundary. Something which might allow trade when it 
wae advantageolli3 and pennit diplomacy to keep the 
peaae, but which would curtaJ, perhaps even prevent, 

the swelling farmer settlement.. Thie problem wae 
recognized by Superintendent of Indian Affairs John 
Stuart, who cautioned that a more eastern boundary 

should be established than that desired by Bull, "the 
inhabitants of those back Countries are in general the 

lowest and worst Part of the People, and as they and the 
Indiaru live in psrpetual J ealouey and Dread of each 
other, so their rooted Hatred for each other is 

reciprocal" (quoted in Hatley 1993:206). 

The American Revolution caUBed the next 
clash between the colonists and the Cherokees. The 
period between 1776 and 1780 was one of relative calm . 
in the backcountry, while the revolution raged on 
primarily in the northern colonies. There were pillaging 

raids in the backcountry by loyalists based in East 
Florida, but these were minor compared to what would 
occur later. The greatest raid, in the backcountry, was 

the final Cherokee soluti~n. It seems that whatever 
hopes the whigs had of continuing peaceful relations 
with the· Cherokee were abandoned in the spring of 
1776. There were occasional Indian raids, which niig/1t 
have been participated in by the Cherokee (see Milling 
1969:313-315). A. in the past, however, anger was 
generated more by what the Cherokee mig/1t do, rather 
than by what they, in fact, /,ad done. 

Individuals such as WJliam Henry Drayton, 
who in the pas! supported the Cherokees, suddenly 
spoke out urging then: virtual efunination: 

It is expected you make smooth work 
as you go - that is you cut up every 

Indian com field, and burn every 
Indian town - and that every Indian 
taken shall be the slave and properly 
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of the taker; that the nation be 
extirpated, and the lands become the 
property of the public. For my part I 
shall never give my voice for a peace 
with the Cherokee Na ti on upon any 
other terms than their removal 
beyond the mountains (Drayton 
quoted in Hatley 1993,192). 

The old voices of colonial manifest destiny were thereby 
united with the whig philosophy of freedom and 
independence. 

To achieve their goals the whigs quickly devised 
an intercolonial campaign with troops from several 
colonies penetrating the tribal territory for the purpose 
of destroying the Cherokee. A. m the past, the 
campaign was marred by poor planning, poor 
coordination, and poor leadership, but it did succeed in 
seriously damagini! the Cherokee landscape, with one 
participant noting that the Cherokee "were reduced to a 

state of the moat deplorable and wretched bemg often 
obliged to subsist on insects and reptiles of every kmd" 
(Hatley 1993:195). Soconee, Keowee, Sugar Town, 
Estatoe, Tngaloo, T amassee, Cheowee, and EUBtaste 
were burned and fields full of crops were destroyed. 

The Cherokees were to face at least seven 
major offellBivea before the Revolutionary War was 

over.6 For example, in August 1776, Griffith 
Rutherford lead North Carolina troops againBI the 
towns along the T uchasegee, Oconaluftee, Hiwassee, 
and upper Little Tennessee rivers. In September South 
Caroliniaru attacked the Lower Towns and then aided 
Rutherford in destroying the Middle Towns. Colonel 
Samuel Jack burned towns at the heads of the 
Chattahootchee and T ugaloo rivers, while the 
Virginians burned the OverhJ.l towns found on the 
Little Tennessee. 

Each attack was similar to the previous and 
eventually the Cherokee will was broken. With only a 
handful of settlements mtact and many of her people 
starving, the Cherokees sued for peace, signing two 

321). 
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separate treaties. The first was signed on May 20, 
1777 al DeWitt's Comers. Here the Cherokee 
surrendered. nearly all their remaining territory in South 
Carolina, including the present counti~ of Greenville, 
Anderson, Pickens, and Oconee. The Indians, however, 
were pennitted to remain in the ceded Indian territory, 
"by political mdulgence" and it is clear that they began 
to rebuild a number of their Lower Towns in Oconee 
County (Milling 1969:319). A second treaty was signed 
on July 20, 1777 at the Long Island of the Holston. 
Here the Cherokee ceded everythmg they possessed east 
of the Blue Ridge, fulfil.lmg the colonial gove=ents' 
lust for land and driving the Cherokees (at least on 
paper) 11befond the monntains. 11 Sporadic raids, however, 
contmued until the Treaty of Paris m 1782. 

By this time there were sigru of political and 
social disintegrstion. The population was slowly shifting 
to the southwest, into Alabama, northwestern Georgia, 
and the far western parlions of N orlh Carolina; 
Migralion also began to the Indian Territory west of the 
Mississippi River. In 1789 the federal government 
began a .. civilization program" of training and subsidies 
to entice the Cherokee mto Anglo-agricultural aclivities. 
Most of this aid was distributed to the region which had 
become tl1e political center of the Cherokee, foCUBing on 
the southern Overhtll and norther Lower Town area£, 
with little attention paid the Middle Towns (Rigge 
1988,10). Riggs notes that the more traditional 
Cherokee - many in the Middle Towns - resisted 
these efforts. 

The Middle Towns, suffering from war, 
depopulation, a decline in the fur trade, and a lack of 
viable alternative econonric opportunities continued to 
suffer. A census of the Cherokee in 1809 records a 
population of about 1054 individuals in the region and 
documents the extraordinary poverty of the region. 
Riggs observes that the census reveals 0.21 horse, 0.68 
cattle, and 0.62 hogs per capita, compared to averages 
15 to 20 times as great in the more mixed-blood 
OverhJ.l Towns (Riggs 1988,13). 

The United Stales/Cherokee Treaty of 1819 
ceded Cherokee lands in Tennessee, North Carolina, 
Georgia, and Alabama for lands m the Western 
Cherokee Nation. A brief clause in this treaty allowed 
Cherokees who wished to slay to become citizens and 
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thus be granted a 640 acre "individual reservation" 

(RiggB 1 'l88:13). The response was far greater than the 
United Government anticipated and a numher of these 
parcel. were eventually laid out m the study area of the 
Middle Towns (includmg one to the west on lotla Creek 
to Ah-leach. Norlh Carolina, however, refused to grant 
citizenship to these Indians, at the same time that the 
Cherokee Nation passed a law that refused citizenship 
to those who emigrated to Arkansas or who took 
individual reservatio~. 

Milling notes that there were not less than 17 
treaties w;th the Cherokee between 1785 and 1835. In 
more the 75% of these treaties the lndiarui ceded land 
and in each case the remainder of their territory was 

"guaranteed forever." He notes that tbs eternity was, on 

average, about four years (Milling 1969:334). 

The Removal Act of 1830 and the 1835 
Treaty of New Echota r8"ulted in an unprecedented 
crisiB for the North Carolina Cherokee. Tb treaty 
exchanged all reroammg Cherokee land. east of the 
Mississippi for western territory and required the 
removal of all Cherokee nationals . .AB Riggs observes: 

Because of the reservees' peculiar 

citizewhip status (they had 
renounced Cherokee citizenship, but 
North Carolina would not 
acbowledge them as citizens) they 
were no\: legally subject: to the forced 
Cherokee Removal of 1838. Many 
were aware, however, of the inability 
or unwillingness of federal troops and 
militia to discriminate between 
Cherokees, and took refuge m the 
mountains to avoid internment and 

deportation (Rigg, 1988:19). 

The fmal removal iB mdely recognized as one of the 
cruelest and roost deopicable events in American history. 
Of the 17,000 Cherokees rounded up for forced 
deportation, 4,000 died during the journey. Those 
which were able to flee and hide m the mountains 
formed the nualeus of what later became legally 
recognized as the Eastern Band of the Cherokee and 
who continue to live in the Qualia Boundary 

Reservation. 7 

A Euro-American Historic Svnthesis 

West em N orlh Carolina began to be opened to 
Anglo-American settlement in years shortly aft:er the 
American Revolution. For example, the area of 

Buncombe and Haywood counties were opened to 
settlement hy the Treaty of Hopewell m 1785, although 
it wasn't until the Treaty of Tellico that at least some of 
the area of modem-day Macon County was officially 
opened for white settlement. The Meigs-Freeman Line, 

surveyed in 1802, placed the Cherokee-Anglo border 
along the northeastern shore of the T uckasegee River, 
about 20 miles east ~f Franklin, m central Macon 
County. Virtually all of Macon County came under 
Anglo control as a result of the 1819 treaty. 

Macon County wasn't created until 1828, 
when it was broken off from Haywood County. By 
1839 Cherokee County was further created from the 
old Macon County, although that left Macon still 
holding land whiah would eventually become Jackson 
and Swam counties (Corbitt 1950). 

By 1850 the population of Macon County 
(which slretahed oe an irregular rectangle from the 
Tennessee bnrder southwaid to the Georgia border) had 
grown to 6,389 from only 4,869 m 1840. of these, 
5, 734 were whites and only 655 .African American 
slaves were recorded for the County (DeBow 1854). 
There were 631 farms m the county, holding on average 
225 acres of land, mth an average value of $636. In 
contrast, Cherokee County roughly the same size and 
stretching from Macon's border westward to the 
Tennessee and Georgia lines, reported 459 farms, each 

mth only 211 acres, but an average value of $884. To 
the east lay Haywood County, slightly smaller but still 
spanning the area from Tennessee to Georgia. ThiE 
County contained 653 farrrni, averagmg 600 acres in 

size and boasting an average value of $749. To the 

7 It ,..,m't until 1874 that the United Stat" court. 
finally affirmed that the Cherokee had title to the Qualia 
Reservation and it wasn't until 1q30 that the United States 

CoO{lress finally agreed that members of the Eastern Band 
were lT, S, citizens. 
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northeast lay Buncombe County, with 1,105 farms, 
each with an average of 526 acres and an avet:age value 

of $1,202. 

A. might be ilnagined, Buncombe County was, 
in the inunediate region, the leader in the producrtion of 
rye (143,095 bushel. compared to only 74,826 in 
Macon County), wheat (27 ,548 bUBhel. compared to 
3,687), and com (487,014 bushel. compared to 
225,397). Buncombe al.o produced more Irish potatoes 
(29,342 bUBhel. compared to 23,014) and hay (3,244 
tons compared to only 721 tons). Yet surprieingly, 
Macon County did produce over a third more rye than 

neighboring Cherokee and Haywood counties (each of 
which produced under 47,000 buohel.). And Macon 
County produced more com and wheat than Cherokee 
County, and more potatoes than Haywood County. But 
the single biggest difference was in the area of tobacco. 
Macon County's yield was 34,710 pounds, compared to 
18, 999 pounds in Buncombe, 14,324 pounds in 
Haywood, and 7,934 pounds in Chei:okee. Macon, and 
the counties formed from its land, was to become an 
area where the Burley tobacco would be grown into the 
twentieth century. Thie tobacco, cured by air and 
heavier-bodied than Bright, would become a major 
commodity in the 1860s (Brooks 1 %2). 

Collilequently, while the Macon County's 
farms were smaller and had lower values, they weren't 

necessarily producing less than those in neighboring 

counties. In fact, the tobacco crop suggests that the 
Macon farmers were findin'g a special niche and 
exploiting it successfully, while still managing to focus 

on food crop produciion. 

Because of the isolation, there tended to be 
economic stagnation in much of the rural mountain 

area of North Carolina. lndUB!rial development was slow 
and few towns were formed. The Civil War had 
relatively little impact on the area, and many of the 

region's farmers were openly sympathetic to the Union 
cause. The area aka hecarne a safe haven for Union 

deserters. Powell (1989:364) notes that Macon County 
was known for its lTnion deserters and their frequent 

raids on surrounding farms. Perhaps even more 

debilitating, however, were the laxes imposed by the 
Confederate government, amounting to a 10% levy on 

all farm products. 
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After the Civil War there was return to an 

emphasis on agricultural production focused on self
suf&aiency. This region, unlike many areas of the 

South, had never relied on African American slavery 
and there was not the extent of either economic or 

social shook after the war. Nevertheless, Macon 
remained isolated, particularly from much of North 
Carolina. The lrausportation network, and particularly 
the Talullah Falls Railway, encouraged connecliorui with 
northern Georgia over contact with VJestern North 

Carolina. It wasn't until the completion of the highway 
through the Cowee Mountain Gap in 1926, when 
Franklin became connected to Dillsboro and the 
Western North Carolina Railroad, that thie changed. 

A. Macon County moved further into the 
twentieth century the forces of agriculture began lo 
slowly give way to tourism and, particularly, an increase 

in retirement communities and vacation homes. This is 

resulting in additional pressures on the fragile 
archaeological resources of the region. 

Previous .Archaeolopical Investigations 

Although archaeological inves:tigations in the 
region date much earlier, the fimt focused effort to 
examine Cherokee archaeology was initiated by Joffre 

Coe and hie .tuden\s in the early 1960s. Coe's (1961) 
early discussion of th;, work, much of which was still 
planned, revealed a significant change of theoretical 
perspective, as Coe favored an in situ development of the 

Cherokee culture. A number of sites were identified in 

the Iotla Valley as a result of this work, including 
31MA3, 31MA72, 31MA74, 31MA75, 31MA79, 
31MA80, 31MA81, and 31MA83 (variously recorded 
by Dolan in 1963 and Egloff in 1965). 

While much of the resulting research ...,, 
eventually published as thesis and dissertations (e.g., 
Egloff 1967, Dickens 1970, Keel 1976 and others) 
much it s:till remains unpublished and largely 
inaccessible. Nevertheless, this is the foundation on 

which all future archaeology in the region is built. 

Since that time much of the region's 

archaeology has shifted from research at large sites in an 
effort to aruiwer specific questions to research at areas 

slated for development in the hope that sites will be 
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found which may help address significant questions. 

An investigation of an earlier airport runway 

expansion project was conducted by Dr. Harvard Ayroo 
of Appalachian State University in 1991. At that lime 
archaeological site 31MA342, a posited Qual!a 
fannstead or hamlet, was identified and was determined 
to be potentially eligible for inclusion on the Nai:ional 

Register. The site was to be greenspaced and not 
disturbed by the construction. Some additional 
recoverage of this area resulted from a survey of the 

proposed Macon County Industrial Park (Soulherlin el 
al. 1 Q96), which identilied and assessed a number of 
Qualia sites. of particular note site 31MA73 was found 
lo contiguous, and likely an extension of 31MA3. Wark 
in the Industrial Park al another site, 31MA185, 
yielded 750 features, including a number of postholes 
and 89 burials (42 of which were excavated) (Wetmore 
el al. 1996). 
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RESEARCH METHODS 

h previoUBly mdicated, the primary goals of 
tb.IB survey are to identify, record, and assess the 
signilicance of archaeological sites withm the proposed 
area of potential effect (APE), which for tb project was 

identified by W.K. Dickson as a tract of approximately 
26.6 acres. 

Of th;., actual airport runway and taxiway 
construction would occur on an area measuring about 

600 feel square, or about 8.3 acres spanning lotla 
Branch (Figure 8). In th;. area there would be clearing, 
grubbmg, gradmg, and fill. The construction impacts 
would be pronounced and any archaeological resources 

would be almost certainly destroyed. 

Beyond this, the remaining parcel, measuring 
about 14,000 by 570 feet, or 18.3 acres, would receive 
less severe iinpacl, but these would likely include 
construction staging, grading, and construction of 
support structures or facilities. 

field Survey 

Although the survey areas were not staked 
prior to the field investigation there were adequate 
topographic and cultural features to allow a clear 
understmdmg of the APE and survey area. The study 
tract began at the western end of the existing runway 
and taxiway at the airport and extended west to a fence 

row. The southern boundary was SR 1434, Mount 
Ohve Road. The northern boundary was shghtly more 
irregular, but followed exiBting fence hnes (Figure 8). 

The portion of the survey tract eas\ of Iotla 
Branch (and adjacent lo the exiBting runway) was 

surveyed al 50 foot mtervals. The reason for this close 
interval survey was to determine if there was any 

evidence of 31MA342 exlendmg west into the study 
tract. 

The survey grid was oriented with the existmg 
runway (251 ° east of north) and shovel tests were laid 
out into the floodplain until either the creek was 

reached, or the soil. became obviOUBly wet underfoot. A 
total of 36 shovel tests were laid out in tb area on a 
series of 10 transects. 

The survey tract west of lotla Branch was 

much larger than that lo the east and time would not 
allow such close mterval testing. h a result, shovel tests 
here were kid out at 100 foot mtervals. Although these 
are not adequate to identify individual house sites, we 
did feel that they would be adequate ta provide an initial 
view of the site and provide more definitive information 

concerning site boundaries. 

Because this area was larger, and very early in 

the investigations it seemed likely that additional 
investigations would be necessary, we laid the shovel 

tests out on a defined grid, rather than using transects. 
This would allow easier comparison of shovel test survey 
results with any subsequent testing or excavations. 

· Horizontal control was maintained using a 

modified Chicago grid system. Tb system assumes an 
off-site ORO pomt and the southeast comer of each 
unit, in tb the shovel tests, designates feet north and 
right (or east) of tb arbitrary ORO porn!. Hence, the 
southeast corner of shovel lest lOOR500 would be 100 
feet north and 500 feet right (or east), of the ORO 
point. The grid orientation in th.is section of the survey 

tract was the same as to the east - 251 °. The shovel 
tests were marked using surveyor's pin fl.age and, in 

addition, a control point was established m the 
cenlerhne of SR 1434, 61.5 feel grid south of the 
150Rl 900 point. Smee tb work was lo consist only of 
shovel tests, no vertical control was established. A total 
of Sb shovel tests were laid out al 100 foot mtervals. 

Comhmed, tb survey included 122 shovel 
tests. All shovel tests were approximately one lo 1.4 feet 
square and were excavated lo sterile subsoJ (typically 
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RESEARCH METHODS 

identified as red or reddi.h-brown clay}. All soils were 
screened through 1/4.-inch mesh and soil profiles were 

recorded as appropriate, using Munsell soil colors. All 
shovel tests were backfilled at the completion of the 
work and the grid flags were left in place. Artifacts were 
bagged by shovel teet and returned to Chicora' s 
Columbia labs for processing. 

The only deviations of tbs methodology 
involved two shovel tests which were excavated off the 

grid- one, at 200R700 was in error and the other, at 
lOORl 900 was intended to provide some additional 
coverage in the low floodplain area. There were several 

shovel tests on the weet side of lotla Branch where 
subsoil could not be found at a depth of about 2.0 feet. 
Excavations were terminated, rather than continue and 

possibly excavate through a feature. 

Laboratory MetboJs 

The cleaning of artifacts and cataloging of the 
specimens was conducted at Cbicora's Columbia, S.C. 
labs at the completion of the project. These materials 
will be curated with the North Carolina Office of State 
Archaeology and the cataloging is consistent with the 
system used by that facility. The collection from 
31MA77 was assigned the Accession Number 200281. 
The collection from 31MA342 waa assigned accession 

number 200282. Specimens were packed in plastic 
bags and boxed. Field notes were prepared on alkaline 
buffered paper and these will be curated with the 
collections. The only photographic material. from tbs 
survey are color prints. Since these are not archival, 

they have been maintained by Chicora Foundation. 

Analysis methods focused on occupation spans, 
likely site functioDB1 and examination of raw materials 

being used. Diagnostic lithics and/or ceramics provided 
temporal information. The diagnostic lil:hic material 

was compared to the published typological descriptions 
for the various projectlle points such ae Coe (1964) and 
Keel (1976). 

Three primary materials were identified in the 
litbc collectioru. One was quartz, which was usually a 
translucent white. A. previously discussed, this material 
is widely available. Small quantities of orthoquarhite 
were also observed. This material was fine grained and 

tended to have a slightly yellow color. Finally, a small 
quantity of black chert was also identified in the 
assemblages. This material seems niost familiar to the 

black and tan Ridge and Valley cherts of eastern 
Tennessee. Curiously, there seems to have been 

relatively little attention paid to the location of varioUB 
raw materiak. Dickens, for example, notes only that the 
Warren Wilson cherts range in color from black, g,.y, 
or tan and that "some of them probably were obtained 
from local source13; others may have come from eastern 

Tennessee (Dickens 1970:90). 

Debitage categories included primary (defined 
as flakes with 90% or more cortex}, secondary (defined 
as having 1 % to 90% cortex), and interior (defined ae 

having no cortex}. More refined categories, when they 
are used, follow the definitions offered by Blanton et al. 
(1986) and Oliver et al. (1986). 

At the survey level tool. are defined very 
simply, being placed in broad morphological categories. 
Our laboratory methods, for example, define biface as 

an artifa..'! with flak.s removed on both sides (not 
distin.guisb.mg between prefonns, early stage reductions, 

and so forth); a core is a piece of raw material from 

which flakes have been removed; an end scraper is a 

blade tool with at least one convex end which exhibits a 
steep angle; a used flake is a chip of stone that was used 
as a tool, exhibiting edge damage or wear; and a side 
saraper is a flake tool in which one of the long edges was 

retouched to Serve as the scraping edge. 

Pottery examples were compared to typological 

descriptions provided by Coe (1964), Dickens (1970), 
Keel (1976), Moore (1981) and Egloff (1967). 

A± the very simplest level, Swannanoa pottery 
was aharaoterized by crushed quartz and/ or coanie sand 
inclusions in the paste. The sherds would be hand 
smoothed and gritty or sandy to the touch. Surface 
heatments might include cordmarked, fabric-impressed, 
simple stamped, check stamped, or plain. 

Pigeon pottery was characterized by crUBhed 
quartz, but is di.tinguished from Swannanoa by smaller 
particles and smaller quantities of the inclusions. 

Likewise, the Pigeon pottery would be well smoothed 
and the paste would be compact. Surface treatments 
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would overlap with the earlier Swannanoa pottery and 

include check stamped, simple stamped, and plain. 

C onnestee pottery would be identili.ed by the 
presence of fine to medium sized sand. The paste would 

be compact and the interior surfaces would be 
smoothed, yet have a sandy feel. Surface treatments 
would include brushed, cordmarked, simple stamped, 
check stamped, and plain. 

Pisgah pottery would be characterized by fine 
lo coarse sand. The interio!" might be burnished to 
lightly smoothed. The pottery would have a compact 
texture. Surface treatments include complicated 
stamped (both rectilinear and curvilinear), check 
stamped, and plain. Another characteristic of this ware 

is its collared rims, frequently -with a series of short 

diagonal punctations. 

Qualia pottery would be identified by its 
moderate lo abundant quantities of grit (although the 
burnished •pecimens would have only fine sand). 
Interior burnishing would be variable. Snrface 
treatments would include complicated stamped, 
burnished, check stamped, cordmarked, cob impressed, 
brushed, and plain. 

Generally sherds under 1-inah in diameter are 

classified as residual since they can rarely provide 
coruistenl typological identifications - ~s should be 
evident considering the overlap provided by theae brief 
descriptions. Nevertheless, becaUBe of the small 
collection size, and tbe fragmented condition of the 
materials, we made every effort to push each sherd into 

some category. 

Archaeological sites will be evaluated for 
further work besed on the eligibility criteria for the 
National Register of Historic Places. Chicora 
Foundation only provides an opinion of National 
Register eligibility and the final determination iB made 
by the lead permitting agency in consultation with the 
State Historic Preservation Officer at the North 
Carolina Division of Archivea and History. 

The criteria for eligibility to the National 
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Register of Historic Places is described by 36CFR60.4, 
which states: 

the quality of significance in 
American lilitory, architecture, 

archaeology, engineering, and culture 
is present in districts, sites, buildings, 
structures, and objects that possess 

integrity of location, design, setting, 
materials, workmanship, feeling, and 
a.ssociation, and 

a. tbt are associated with events that 
have made a signilicant contribution 
to the broad patterns of our history; 
or 

b. that are associated with the lives of 
persons significant in our past; or 

c. that embody the distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period, or 
method of construction or that 

represent the work of a master, or 
that possess high artistic values, or 
that represent a significant and 

distinguiBhable entity whose 
components may lack individual 

distinction; or 

d. that have yielded, or may be likely 
to yield, information important in 

prehistory or history. 

NaUona/ R"9ist.r Bulletin 36 (Townsend el al. 
1993) provides an evaluative process that contains five 
steps for forming a clearly defined explicit rationale for 
either an archaeological site's eligibility or lack of 
eligibility. Briefly, these steps are: 

• identification of the site's data sets 
or categories of archaeological 
information such as ceramics, litb.ics, 

subsistence remains, arohitectu:ral 
remains, or sub-surface features; 

• identili.cation of the historic 
context applicable to the site, 



providing a framework f°' the 
evaluative process; 

• identification of the imporlant 
research questiom the site might he 
able to add,.,., given the data sets 
and the context; 

• evaluation of the site's 

archaeological integrity to ensure 
that the data sets we.e sufficiently 
vrell preserved to address the research 

questionB; and 

• identification of important research 

questions among all of those which 
might he asked and answered at the 
site. 

RESEARCH METHODS 

This apprnach, of course, hae been developed 
for use documenting eligibility of sites being aciually 
nominated to the National Register of Historic Places 
where the evaluative process mUBt stand alone, with 
relatively little reference to other documentation and 
where typically only one site iB being considered . .A. a 
result, some aspects of the evaluative process have been 

summarized, but we have tried to focUE on each 
archaeological site's ability to addre,. significant 
research topics within the context of its available data 
sets. 

Every eEfort is made to provide an assessment 

of either eligible or not eligible. There are occasions, 
however, when the initial survey does not provide 
sufficient information to allow such a determination. In 
those cases we recommend the site potentially eligible. 

Effectively tb means that •dditional investigations are 
necessary if it iB critical to detennine the eligibility. In 
some oases it may be more cost-effective to treat the site 

as eligible and greenspace it - that ;., set the site .,,;de 
in perpeluily, ensuring that it iB not affected by 
construction or subsequent maintenance activities. 
WhJe greenspacing may be an effective management 
tool, it should be realized that such an underlaking 
carries considerable responsibilities - and liabilities 
should greenspacing not be maintained. 
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SURVEY RESULTS 

Introduction 

The shovel testing on the east side of Iotla 
Branch revealed that site 31MA342 did not exrend into 
the APE. In fact, no cultural remains at all were found 
in the 36 shovel tests on that side of the project. The 
area inunediately west, northwest, and southwest of the 
runway were found to be heavily impacted by the runway 
construction. A large quantity of red clay fill had been 
brought into this area to fill the Iotla Branch 
f!ocdplain. This was used as the base for the taxiway. In 
the runway area an additional base of crush-run was 
added. 

Beyond the fill, we found the floodplain soil. 
lo be low and often damp. A typical profile in the 
southern area was 1.3 fool of very dark browo 
(7.5YR2.5/3) loam overlying either a brown (7.5YR4/4) 
or black (7.5YR2.5/l) clay loam. To the north the 
upper soil horizon occasionally overlaid a. gray 
(7 .5YR5/1) sandy loam. The soil. became wetter as we 

moved to the north 
and to the west. The 
northwest corner of 

the survey tract on 
. the east side of Iotla 
Branch was not 

shovel tested because 
of wet soils. 

On the west 
aide of lotla Branch 
we found an 
extensively plowed 
area which other~rise 
exhibited no 
disturbances with 
one exception. SR 
1434, Mount Olive 
Road has been cut 
through a large knoll 
or ridge at the 

southern edge of the tract. A. previously d;,cu.,ed, in 
tbs area the topography rises lo the north and 
northwest, with a slight rise at the southern edge of the 
field (Figure 9). The results of this topography could be 
clearly seen in the shovel tests. 

Shovel teats al the northwestern edge of the 
field yielded no A horizon. What Ap horizon that was 

present - often only 0.1 to 0.2 foot - consisted 
entirely of plowed red (7 .5YR4/8) clay. In the 
southeastern portion of the field there was gen.,ally a 
more conventional plowzone, ranging from 0.6 to 0.8 

foot in depth and consisting of a dark reddish brown 
(5YR3/4) or dark brown (7.5YR3/3) Ap horizon 
overlying a red (7.5YR4/8) clay subsoil. 

In the middle of the field, however, an entirely 
different situation was encountered. Here, we found 
that soil. eroding downslope were collecting and adding 
depth to deposits. Of course these erosional soils were 
being cultivated, so there was considerable mixing. 
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Neverlhelesa, we found what appeared to two more-or
less distinct zones - an upper zone of dark reddish 

brown (5YR3/4) loamy clay overlying a dark brown 
(7.5YR3/3) loam. Below would be the clay subsoil, at 
least in most cases. Not only was the color of these 
horizons distinct, but so too was their texture. The 
upper horizon clearly had more clay in it - the result 
of the clay hill eroding downslope. The lower horizon, 
which we presume to represent a much earlier plowzone 

or old humus 1 exhibited a far more loamy texture. We 
found that the shovel tests in the middle of the field 
ranged from about 1.5 lo 2.0 feet in depth. There were 
several shovel tests (350Rb00, 450R600, 450R800, 
250Rl200, 150Rl200, 450Rl400) where no subsoil 
was encountered. ] t may be that it lay just beyond the 
point of termination - or these tests may have been 
placed in features. The current work was not adeC[11ale 
to make that determination. 

Of the 86 shovel tests in the field west of !otla 
Branch, 42 (49%) yielded materials - all attributable 
to 31MA77. 

31MA77 

A. previoUBly disCUBsed, Brian Egloff identilied 
this site within the field boundaries of the APE, 
although he did note that materials seemed somewhat 
more abundant in the SE corner of the field. He also 
commented that there was burned material and daub in 
one area, suggesting that a burned structure was in the 
process of being plowed out. 

His survey, conducted in 1965, predated the 
conslruclion of either the airport or Mount Olive Road. 
Consequently, his site boundaries must be carefully 
interpreted - and in fact are best interpreted actually 

on the site. It appears that he identilied materials in the 
area which is today on both sides of Mount Olive Road. 
This, as will be disCUBsed below, was confirmed by our 

investigation. 

Egloff's surface collection included one 
specimen of Connestee Plain, one UID Pisgah sherd, 
538 Qualia sherd. (most of these being complicated 
stamped), one "early fabric marked" sherd, and 512 
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"unclassiliable" sherd. (probably representing those 
under an inch in size). Clearly the assemblage was 
dominated by bstoric Cherokee materials. 

Our survey revealed that there was, in fact, a 

concentration of materials in the southeast corner of 
the field. In fact, given the extensive erosion identified 

in the northwest corner of the field, we have reduced the 
site boundaries, so that the site now covers the 
cultivated field from lotla Branch west for a distance of 
about 1500 feet. The northeastern site boundary has 
not been determined since the site extends off the 
survey tract (Figure 10). 

Although the site density may become thinner 
at the southern edge, shovel tests and a pedestrian 

survey reveal that materials occur to the road cut. In 
fact, a pedestrian survey also reveals that 31MA17 
extend. into the cultivated field. south of Mount Olive 
Road. The site is confined to the upper terrace and does 
not appear to go into the lower floodplain - which is 
the same distribution shown by Egloff. In fact, the site 
core south of Mount Olive Road seernB lo be the large 
knoll which the road cuts through. Taken together, the 
site appears to extend at least an additional 300 feet 
south into the southern field and extend. al least 600 
feet east-west along Mount Olive Road. 

The central UTM coordinates are E278850 
and N3899920 (Zone 17, NAD27 datum). The site 
covers an area of approximately 17.9 acres, although 
the far northern limits of the site have not been 
determined. The site is situated ahnost exclusively on 
Dillsboro loam, with slopes under 8%. 

The material. collected south of the road 
include one quartz biface (probably the base of a 
Guilford Lanceolate point), seven quarlz interior flakes 

(ranging from clear to white to pink), one orthoC[ll.artzile 
secondary flake, two gray chert interior flakes, and two 
black secondary flakes. All of the chert flakes appear lo 
be thinning flakes, while the quartz and orthoC[ll.artzite 
flakes were likely removed from cores or· prefonns on 

site. The sherd. from this portion of the site (or at least 
from the surface in this area) are very small, ma.king 

identifications more difficult. There seems, however, to 

be one Pigeon Check Stamped, three Conneslee Simple 
Stamped, one Connestee Check Stamped, and three 
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T.ble 1. 
Arlifacts Recovered from Shovel Testing at 31MA77 

Conn~J.tt P-.,,a~ ouJI. _i,i!-li!ml __ 
Proyenience PCS B p c cs p illD c cs p illD illD c D s _fil, 9!1= 
550R'.l00 2 
250R300 2 1 
350R300 1 
450R300 1 I 1 
350R500 2 
450R500 1 
350Rb00 3 
450R600 2 
550R600 2 
J50R700 2 
350R700 2 2 
450R700 3 
350R800 3 1 
450R800 7 
35oRgoo 3 
250Rl000 1 2 l' 
450Rl000 1 
lOORllOO 1 1 
350Rll00 2 
550Rll00 1 1 1' 
150Rl200 1 1 1 
250Rl200 3 3 
150Rl300 1 1 
250Rl300 1 I 
350Rl300 1 
550Rl300 1 1 
250Rl400 1 
350Rl400 1 
450Rl400 1 2 3 1 
150Rl500 2 1 1 
250Rl500 1 1 1 1 
350Rl500 1 1 1 1 
450Rl500 1 5 l' 
550Rl500 1 2 2 I' 
150Rl600 3 
350Rl600 1 
450Rl600 I 
150Rl700 I l' 
250R1700 2 
350Rl700 2 1 
150Rl800 1 2 
100Rl9DO 3 1 4 9 1 I 1 
Total. 2 1 9 15 2 10 ::n 7 2 5 16 23 4 q 5 1 5 

P = Pigeon; B = brushed; P = plain; C = complicated ste.m.ped; CS = check 111'.amped.; UID=; urudcnnfu.ble; C = chert flab; Q = qw.rlz 
fl...b; s = qi.mrb: .ihatter; SL = ,late;•,< = burned qu<IXl::z;), = quarh. Moz::row Mountain CSPP;' = quarf:z Savannah River Stemmed CSPP 
base; • = quartz cobble b.gmen-1: 
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Connes\ee Plain. The collection also yielded 15 
specimens of Qualia Complicated Stamped, five Quella 
rims, and 29 Quella Plain or UJD (some of which 
might represent Pisgah specimens). 

The reaul!B of the shovel testing north of 
Mount Olive Road, in the APE, are shown in Table 
1. This reveals that four series are preseut in the 
collection: Pigeon, Connestee, Pisgah, and Qualla (as 
well as a category of indeterminate, generally very small, 

sherds). Of these, the most co1nmon is Pisgah, 
accounting for 42.5% of the collection. Quella is the 
ne:<l most common, accounting for an additional 
26.5% of the assemblage. The Pisgah sherds are 
generally thinner, have a higher proportion of fine to 

medium sand, and the complicated stamped designs are 
finer and less bold. The collection of smell sherds is the 
third largest category, coneisting of 20.4% of the 
collection. The single Pigeon sherd exhibi!B a large 
quantity of grit, while the Conneatee sherds are all fine 
with dense mica inclusions. 

Although the collections are smell, and the 
sherds thenuielves are small (leading to possible 
misidentilicatioru), the"Ie is an interesting dUrh:ibution 
of Pisgah and Quella pottery across the site. Ignoring 
isolated occurrences, there are three clusters of Pisgah 
remains: one in the central portion of the site 

(450R800, 350R900, 450Rl000, and 350Rll00), a 
second duster at the south central edge (incorporating 

250Rl200-1300 and 150Rll00-1300), and a third 
at the eastern edge of the site {including 150Rl500-
1600, 250Rl500, 250Rl700, 350Rl400-1600, and 
450-550Rl500). There are three concentratioru of 
Qualia material, two of which are clearly separated from 
the Pisgah remains, at 550R200, 450R300 and at 
350R500, 250-450R700. The third concentration of 
Qualia material is largely centered between two Pisgah 
clusterE, although there is a little overlap {the materials 
are found in 350Rl300, 250Rl400-1500, 
350Rl500, and 450Rl400-1500). This suggests that 
there is intrasite patterning, perhaps relating to 

individual farmsteads or clusters of structures. 

Although of less significance to this research, 
it is also interesting that both of the Archaic Period 
lithics (a Morrow Mountain base and a Savannah River 
Stemmed base) are both found at the northeastern edge 

of the site, at the base of a slope. It may be that these 
itenls are associated with a series of Archaic camps 

situated on the higher ridge. 

31MA342 

Site 31MA342, as previously dmcussed, was 

first reported in 1 Q91. When Egloff conducted his 
survey in 1965 neither the airport: nor Mount Olive 
Road were conelructed. The airport area was largely in 
grass, and probably not suitable for survey. The area of 
31.MA342 isn't immediately recognizable as a site, 
although the 31MA3 site form does have this location 
noted, with a number 1 beside it. We aren't sure what 

this means, but it seeJllB likely that something was 

either found or reported to be in this location, even 

though no site was idenlified. 

Site 31MA342 was not identified by dose 
interval shovel testing to be in the APE. Since it was 

difficult to determine from the previous forrne exactly 
where this site was situated, we conducied a brief 
pedestrian survey in an effort to relocate the site and 
provide some additional assurance that it was not within 

the APE. 

The existing site form suggested that the site 
should be situated near the existing wind sock and west 
of an old road which enters the airport properly from 
the north. At least a portio.n of this area (Figure 11) 
appeared to have ken seriously impacted by previous 
construotion and/or airport maintenance activities. 

We found that east of the old road there has 
been extensive grading, with a portion of the knoll on 
which the site was situated removed. To the north we 

found that there had been additional disturbance 
through the excavation of a ditch along the properly 
line. There were also piles of spoil, the origin of which 
we could not identify. To the west of the old road we 
found damage somewhat less severe, although it appears 
that a portion of the site had been graded and was 

certainly disturbed by the creation of the wind sock area. 

We briefly examined the agricultural fields to 
the north of the airport in this area. To the west of the 
old road the field exhibited no surface visibility at all. To 
the east visibility was fair to good, although the 
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topography beginB to 
drop. In spite of the 
good visibility, but 
perhaps ruisociated 

with the lower 
topography, 
found only 
sherd. This 

we 

one 
may 
that suggest 

31MA342 was 

originally confined to 
the ridge or knoll, 
about 60% of which 
was on the airport 
properly. We 
estimate that 

- -------r------. 
I I 

I 

approximately 60% 
of that knoll has 
been exteruiively 

damaged or 
destroyed. 

igure 11. 31MA342, view lo the northeast, showing damage from coru!\ruction. 

Our surface collection in the vicinity of 
31M.A342 yielded one quarlz interior flake, one very 

extensively hattered quartz cobble hammers-tone 
(measuring 58 x 50 x 42 mm), and nine sherds. Theee 
sherds included one Pigeon Simple Stamped, one 
Conneslee Cord Marked, one Pisgah Plain, one Pisgah 
Complicated Stamped, and five Qualia sherds (two 
plain, one complicated stamped, one check stamped, 

and one cob impressed). This su;jgests that the site may 
either have had a greater temporal span or there may be 
additional areas not originally incorporated into the site 

boundaries. 

These materials are scattered over an area 

measuring 700 feet east-west by 150 feet north-south. 
This spans the area from the airport windsock eastward 
lo about an equal distance beyond the old road and from 
the airport properly fence south to about 50 feet of the 
runway (where there is evidence of grading). This is 
about twice the east-west dimernion suggested by Ayres. 
The central UTM coordinates for these revised site 
boundaries are E279300 N3900100 (Zone 17, NAD 
27). The soils on the western half of the site appear to 
be Braddock clay loaIDB exclusively, while the eastern 
half of the site may include a small area of Hemphill 
loams. 
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Since this site is situated outeide the APE no 
assessment is provided. We are uncerlain of whether the 
site has been previously ' determined eligible or 

potentially eligible. Regardless of previous assessments 
or current damage conhaclors, must b.e warned that this 
area is not to be used for construction staging, vehicle 

parlcing or turn-arounds, or in any other way impacted. 
Moreover, the airport staH must be warned that all 

activities on this site should cease. 

Site Assessm.ents 

31MA77 

Data Sets 

Site 31MA77 has yielded a variety of data 
sets, including pottery from at least four distinct 
cultural period.a: Pigeon, Connestee, Pisgah, and 

Qualia. In addition, there is evidence that Archaic 
occupations may also he present either on the site or 
immediately north of the APE, Material. recovered 
include not only pottery, but also hthic material., 
including both quartz and chert. Brief examination of 

these data sets suggests that they may reveal intrasite 



distribution, with mutually exclusive recovery areas for 
the Pisgah and Qualia remains. This may suggest 
discrete occupation areas or zones within the site. 

The shovel testing also sugge.ts that features 
may be present as an additional data set, especially in 

the central portion of the field where there has been 
coruriderable deposition from dcwnslope erosion. In this 
area features may have been covered up and preserved 
from the effects of modern plowing. If this scenario is 
correct, it is possible that both Pisgah and Qualia 
occupation areas have been preserved. 

The smgle test plt m the Iotla Branch 
floodplam al this site also reveals considerable depth, 
with cultural materials found throughout. This may 
indicate that the creek has periodically flooded and 
covered occupation zones in this area. The moiBt soili 

in this zone may also offer enhanced phytohth and 
pollen preservation. 

Of COUIEe, the site has not produced evidence 
of floral or faunal remains and, in fact, the heavy 
cultivation wculd hkely preclude the identification of 
such materials in any context outside of features. 
Likewise, the site has not yielded evidence of human 
remains, but again these are likely to be preserved only 

in features. While the site le.ting suggests that such 
features may be present, it has not demorutrated -their 
existence or documented their density. 

ConteAi and Research Questiolli3 

The previous background diaeu$siona have 
e.tablished a fairly detailed context foe the Pisgah and 
Qualia cultures and there is, of course, much more 

literature which we have not at this time incorporated. 
The range of appropriate research questions include 

documentation of hamlets and farrn.teads, most 
particularly with supplemental research that contributes 
to our understanding of their dispersion across the 
landscape, internal organization, and subsiatence base. 

There also remains a variety of questions 
concerning variability in both Pisgah and Qualia 
pottery. Fm example, while there has been considerable 
attention directed to decorative and rim attributes, there 

seems to have been little attention paid to issues of paste 

and the series continue to be described in rather vague 

terms (moderate amounts of arushed quartz, abundant 
sand, fine paste, and so forth). More attention lo careful 
documentation of paste may help in distinguishing not 
only type~, but ako temporal variation. 

Naturally there are a range of significant 
anthropological and bioarchaeological questions which 

·can be addressed should burials be identified at the site. 
of.course, if human remains are identified at the site it 
will be necessary to comply with North Carolina 
General Statutes 70-26 lo 70-40, which require the 
office of Stale Archaeology lo consult with the North 
Carolina Commission of Indian Affairs and the Eastern 
Band ~f Cherokee Indians. 

Evaluation of Integrity 

The current research sugge:rls that some 
portions of the field (and probably site) have been 
extensively damaged by heavy cultivation. This is most 
clearly obaerved in the northwestern corner of the field 
where steep slopes combined with row agriculture have 

resulted in extensive erosion and the loss of the entire A 
horizon. Today the .Ap horizon consiBls of underlying 
clay subsoil. Much of the soil from this portion of the 
field is found at the base of the slope and may be serving 
to protect other areas of the site. Similar, although far 
less severe erosion is seen in some portions of the 

southern edge of the site. 

The sherds identified from the shovel tests ar~ 
exceedingly small. I~ the entire collection there are 

probably only 10 specim.em over an inch in size. This 
clearly dccumenls the effects of decades of cultivation. 
The plowzane remainB are of regrettably little assistance 

in addressing signi&cant archaeological research 
questioru. They should be able to help guide ue lo site 
cores or concentrations, but may offer relatively little 

additional assistance. 

.AB a result, our evaluation of integrity is mi""ed 
ancL without more information concerning the presence 

of featureE<, we can offer relatively few conclusions. 

Site Asse9sment 

Based on the currently available information, 
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we must recommend the Bite potentially eligible for 
inclusion on the National RegiBter. There is enough 

evidence to suggest, but not pr~, that features and 
even burials may be present and preserved in at least 

Bame porlionB of the Bite. What is needed is additional 
investigation to allow us to determine, with some degree 
of certainty, that features are present. 

Of couxse, it may be that with the information 
available concerning tb site, and its potential 

significance, that alternative plans will be considered 
and the Bile will not be impacted. In which case, no 
further evaluation is necessary. However, if alternative 

plans are not feasible and it is necessary to complete the 
assessment so the effect: on the site can be considered 

and appropriate means of minimizing that effeot can be 
detennined, then additional site investigations wJl be 
necessary. 

31MA342-

A. previoUJ1ly disCUJleed, since 31MA342 ii> not 
within the APE, no assesBIDent of the site (beyond the 
comments above) will be offered. However, all 
construction activities must avoid tbs site. It may not 

be used for staging,. for construction parking, for 
equipment maintenance or tum.-araunds, ±or fueling, or 
for ony ground dii>turbing activity. 

42 



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The 26.6 acre proposed airport expansion at 
the Macon County Airport was investigated using 
intensive shovel testing. The survey waa conducted 

using transec!B spaced at 50 feet, with shovel tests 
excavated at 50 foot intervals along the transec!B on the 
east side of lotla Branch and using 100 foot lransec!B 
with shovel tests every 100 feet on the west side. 

The survey tract is located in the central 
portion of Macon County in westena North Carolina in 
the Blue Ridge physiographic region. The topography 
in the project area is best described as a rolling terrace 

above the floodplain of both lotla Branch (which 
bisects the survey tract) and lotla Creek (which flows 
south- of the project area). 

Two archaeological sites, 31MA17 and 

31 MA342 were potentially located within the area of 
proposed effect (APE). The investigations were designed 
to examine these sites. 

Fiiulinp"s 

31MA77 

Site 31MA77 was originally reported by Egloff 
in 1965 and was identilied as a predominately Qualla 
site situated in a plowed field. Since that time the 
Macon County Airport was conslruoted to the east of 
the site and Mount Olive Road was built through the 
southern third of the site. In addition, since Egloff 
visited the site it has been Plowed 35 more years. 

Our investigation of the site resulted in the 
excavation of 86 shovel tests al 100 foot intervals. The 
site produced a range of primarily Pisgah and Qualla 
pottery, although early Pigeon and Connestee wares 

were also pt"esent. Much erosion has occurred on the 

northwestern fringe of the site, with some erosion also 
occun:ing al the southeastern comer. We al.a conducted 
a pedestrian survey which rc>vealed that the site extends 
across Mount Olive Road. 

The site assessment indicates that tbs site is 
potentially eligible for inclusion on the National 
Register of Historic Places. Necessary to make a 
conclusive evaluation, however, is additional 
information on the presence,, and condition, of features 

which may be present at the site. 

31MA342 

Site 31MA342 was found to besituated east of 
the APE and no artifacts were found in any of the 
shovel tests east of lotla Branch. Further pedestrian 
investigatioru suiigest that this site has heen damaged by 
previoUB airport construction and maintenance work. It 

also appears to be larger than initially reported, covering 
areas to the east and wes:t of the old roadbed running 
into the aiiport from the north. Examination of 
Egloff' s early survey documents al.a auggests that he 
may have found some artifacts in this are,,, although 
they were never given a site number, 

This site has heen previously determined at 
least potentially eligible and no further assessment has 
been conduoted during this investigation. 

Reco:rmne:nd.ations 

31MA77 

If a determination of site eligibility al 
31MA77 is necessary (i.e., if there is no prudent and 
feasible means of avoiding impact to this site), then it 
will be necessary lo conduct Phase II testing at the site. 
The North Carolina Office of State Archaeology should 
be involved in developing the scope for this work, but in 
general we recommend two general activities. 

First, there should be at least 10 5-foot units 
excavated, tw<!> units each in the two major Qualia 
concentrations: and two units each in the three Pisgah 

concentmtiona. The goal of these excavations will be to 

evaluate plowzone artifact content, develop additional 
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information on the erosional deposition at the site, and 
determine more precisely the depth of probable stripping 
in each area. 

Second, there should be at lem five areas 
stripped of plowzone soil using mechanical means. I 
notice that in the past Macon County h .. provided a 
self-loading paddle pan with rubber tires for the removal 
of plowzone al another archaeological site. Thia sort of 
equipment would be ideal. The recommended approach 
will be to create an east-west cut to verify site 

boundaries and distribution of features, followed by at 
least four north-south cuts. This should provide a fairly 
even overview of the extent, number, and condition of 

features present at the site. 

Third, some consideration should be given, 

during thia testing phase, to al.o exploring the potential 
of the site to yield pollen, phytoliths, and geological 
data. We believe that ii would be appropriate to 
incorporate some preliminary work at this stage in order 

to belier understand the potential for ad.litional work lo 
address significant research questions. 

We should note that all features must be 
plotied and photographed during thia Phase II stage, 
but none will be removed. At the completion of the 
testing, the exposed areas of the site must be covered 
with filter fabric and reburied. A report of the 
investigations must be prepared, along with 
recommendations concerning sita eligibility. A± that 
point ii will be possible lo determine if it ;,, feasible to 
conduct data recovery excaval:ions as a means of site 

mitigation. It will also be possible at that point lo 
determine whether there is a need to invoke North 
Carolina's Unmarked Human Burial and Human 
Skeletal Remains Protection Act. 

It is important lo emphasize that until such 
fune aF a determine is made, no ground disturbing 
activities should take place on the site. This does not 
preclude continued cultivation, so long as no deep 
subsoil plowing is undertaken. It does preclude, with the 
expressed written permission of the state historic 

preserv-ation office any borings or soil tests, as well as 

any grading or other construction rekted activities. The 
site boundaries should be noted on plan sheets and 
clearly marked as an area to be avoided by all 
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conBtruclion activities until such time as pennission is 
granted by the lead federal agency in consultation with 
the State Historic Preservation Office. 

31MA342 

While this site does not appear lo be within the 
APE, we strongly recommend that it be clearly marked 
on all plan sheets, again with inBtruoHons that no 
ground disturbing activities take place in this area. In 
particular, it may not be used for staging, for 
construction parking, for equipment maintenance or 

turn-around., for fueling, or for any ground disturbing 
activity. We recommend that ii be fenced during 
aonstruclion activities since a physical barrier is often 

superior to verbal notifications or warnings on plan 
sheets. 

General Reconunendations 

The only areas incorporated in this survey are 

those clearly shown in Figmes 8 and 10. There are a 

number of additional archaeological sites at the eastern 
end of the airport. If there is any possibility of 
construction staging elsewhere on the airport facilities, 

it is critical that these staging areas be examined for 
archaeological sites. 

It is possible that archaeological remains may 
be encountered. elsewhere in the survey tract during 
construction. Constrnclion crewa should be advised to 

report any discoveries of concentrations of artifacts 
(such as bottles, ceramics, or projectile points) to the 

project engineer, who should in tum report the material 
to the State Historic Preservation Office, or Chicora 

Foundation (the process of dealing with late discoveries 
is discussed in 36CFR800.13(b)(3)). No further land 
altering activities should take place in the vicinity of 
these discoveries until they have been examined by an 
archaeologist and, if necessary, have been processed 

according lo 36CFR800.13(b)(3). 
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